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有限なものの没落に際して無限なものが一瞬光り輝くという考え方となる（Worin einst die Pedanterie 
der Ästhetiker das Tragische vom Traurigen eifrig unterschied, wird zum Urteil über jenes: die Affi rmation des 





























のつどの方式をめぐる論争です。フィニ氏のように「闘争 fi ght」とか global civil warという語り方に
すぐに走る必要はないのではないでしょうか。「闘争が、そして global civil warが不可避であるという
ペシミズム」に陥る必要はないのではないでしょうか。
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A Response to the Two Presentations
Kenichi MISHIMA
Mr. Brunkhorst treats the problem of anti-Americanism, or, the problem of the “rift among the Western 
 powers,” on a completely different level from that of the television and newspaper analyses and inside informa-
tion that we encounter daily, and especially those reports that we were wearily made to read at the time of the Iraq 
war. We hear nothing about the delicate negotiations between America and “Old Europe,” or about the behind-
the-scenes cooperation by offi cials from the BND who infi ltrated Baghdad, or about the various attempts to repair 
the relationship from the time of the war to the present. Rather, Mr. Brunkhorst discusses the “rift among the 
Western powers” in terms of the problem of the internal contradictions in the system of international law in the 
broad sense, within the framework of a modern world reconstructed along the lines of systems theory.
Here is the background. In modern society, various systems gradually came into being over a long stretch of 
time: systems such as economics, politics, law, the arts, education, transportation and the tourist industry. Each 
individual system possesses strong internal coherence and complexity.
Although these kinds of systems fi rst came into being within the framework of the nation-state, they are now 
in unison becoming globalized with increasing speed. Concerning the legal system, we can say the following. The 
egalitarian form of law that has come to extend within individual countries and is now taken as axiomatic, was, 
within the post-war world order, gradually put into effect on the level of international law as well. This is 
 manifest in the way that the concept of a constitution, or of constitutional order, has in the contemporary context 
come to be applied to the foundational laws of international bodies such as the United Nations, the World Trade 
Organization (WTO), the European Union (EU) and the World Health Organization (WHO). Also, principles that 
in essence differ drastically from the egalitarianism of 1789 are not put forth in these international bodies. For 
example, instead of emphasizing national sovereignty, it is sovereign equality that is important, as in the United 
Nations’ charter. This is the notion that just as each individual person is equal before the law, each nation is equal 
in international law.
Nevertheless, despite such ideals, the actual reality is that these kinds of international organizations tran-
scend the contemporary nation-state, and there is a strong tendency for them to go over the heads of the indi-
vidual citizens of nation-states when making decisions. This is true not only for the United Nations and the World 
Trade Organization (WTO), but also for the International Standards Organization (ISO), the International 
 Telecommunications Union (ITU), the World Bank, and the Basel Committee of the G7 central bank. All are the 
same. As I have just explained, the agreement that serves as the basis for such a system is called a “constitution.” 
In spirit, then, this is, in a sense, egalitarian. It is the same with the “sovereign equality” that I have just men-
tioned. The problem is, and this goes for the United Nations as well, that these foundational laws and the actual 
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organizational laws exist in contradiction. The organizational laws of the Security Council are one example. Yet, 
in addition to this, if we think of the various rules and conventions that form the basis of America’s predomi-
nance, these are all constructed in a hegemonic manner. Even the European Union (EU), whose internal equality 
is stronger than that of the United Nations, does not restrain the horserace-like hegemonic competition between 
its members. Mr. Brunkhorst’s fundamental assertion is that the rift among the Western powers is operating pre-
cisely in the gap that lies between the egalitarianism of the various international organizations and the hegemonic 
nature inherent in the way these organizations actually function. Although on the institutional level every country 
is equal in the United Nations and the World Trade Organization (WTO), America forces through its own agenda. 
Nevertheless, as everyone knows, formally speaking this is done “legally.” This means that America has not 
 violated international law, and within the limits of an international law that it affi xed with various clauses for its 
own convenience, America has achieved hegemony.
Such a “rift” is making the state of globalization into something that is worrying. Globalization, on the one 
hand makes possible the cosmopolitism of the minority (the so-called “functional elite”) who inhabit the highest 
stratum of international organizations and large-scale international industries. Such a separate system long ago 
transcended the control of individual nations. On the other hand, people of the lowest stratum worldwide are 
 neither controlled nor protected by the nation, and they are drifting about as refugees and migrants. This is the 
misery and poverty of cosmopolitism. These are the highest and lowest strata of “cosmopolitism.” The causes are 
global, the catastrophes are local.
Former nation-states had come to domesticate the recklessness of various systems according to the degree of 
democracy and solidarity present within the state. By means of the “communicative power” of its citizens and 
via solidarity, nation-states came to control and domesticate such recklessness. That is to say, they began to 
extend democracy without giving rise to the dysfunctionality of systems. At the same time, without destroying 
democracy, they made possible the smooth operation of systems and an increased complexifi cation. However, to 
a considerable degree worldwide, given that various systems are upsetting the earth, it appears that the solidarity 
of citizens and democracy do not neatly complement these systems. Rather, fresh solutions from within systems 
are capable of destroying democracy and solidarity further still. For example, in the Doha round, the progress in 
negotiations on agricultural produce may have catastrophic consequences for Korean farmers. Conversely, as 
long as there is clinging to an internal solidarity dependent upon previous levels of subsidies, et cetera, the struc-
tural diffi culties facing systems will only become more extreme. For example, if governments are intent on con-
tinuing support for domestic public utilities and pension schemes, it will hinder the worldwide fl ow of capital, 
and thereby hinder the liberalization of the construction industry and pension and insurance programs. This sort 
of “antinomy,” or contradiction, is piercing the contemporary world. And, the fact that there is a strong tendency 
for this contradiction to be resolved in line with the interests of hegemonic states provides both a theoretical 
description of the “rift among the Western powers,” as well as an understanding of the present situation.
I have tried to summarize Mr. Brunkhorst’s presentation with my own questions in mind. So, I would now 
like to ask two questions.
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First: On the one hand, we have the theory of the autonomization and complexifi cation of systems brought 
about by the process of modernization; on the other hand, we have the opposing theory of resistance (対錘) based 
on “communicative power” and civil solidarity. This way of thinking derives from Habermas’s theory of the 
rationalization of the lifeworld in opposition to the complexifi cation of systems. However, it seems to me that 
this was perhaps triggered by the work of Guenther Teubner, the legal theorist at Frankfurt University, and that 
Mr. Brunkhorst emphasizes systems theory more so than Habermas. If this is so, on the one hand he relates that 
the differentiation of systems and the process of increasing autonomization of individual systems have an aspect 
of inevitability about them; while, on the other, opposed to this, “communicative power” and solidarity are 
described as resistance based on free choice. According to this way of thinking, on the one hand, we get the 
impression that free civil solidarity is trapped by the enormous pressure of the continuing autonomous activities 
of systems and is on the verge of being crushed. However, on the other hand, if we look at this presentation from 
a different perspective, a more nuanced interpretation is possible: that is, that these kinds of solidarity movements 
are themselves the lubricants that assist in the smooth running of the functioning of systems. In other words, is it 
not the case that this solidarity is not realized except by means of the functioning of systems? Therefore, is it not 
also possible to put forth the cynical interpretation that it is not that systems oppose solidarity, but merely that a 
kind of transformation leading to solidarity within a system—that is, mutual interchange within a system—takes 
place? For example, if a legal agreement were enacted by the WTO to attach greater importance to the interests of 
the poorest nations, the fact of the matter is that an interchange between the legal and economic systems comes 
into being via the workings of the legal system. To give one example: Is it not the case that in the partial can-
celling of patents on drugs for A.I.D.S., and the allowing of the manufacture of cheap imitation drugs, the inter-
change between the health system and the legal system is carried out according to the logic of the health system? 
This is because, if this is not done, both systems will, in the end, be destroyed.
However, if we take my account to its logical conclusion, “human” solutions “based on worldwide civil soli-
darity” can also be explained in terms of systems theory, and any place for “communicative power” disappears. 
What is the best way to view this discrepancy? I do not at all mean this as a merely theoretical question, nor as a 
blind, humanistic “actionism” (that is, moved to help by a compelling feeling), nor as giving in to resignation in 
the face of one’s limited abilities. I feel that this question should be raised so as not to conclude with catchphrases 
such as “idealism without illusion” or “realism without compromise.”
Now for my second question. At the end of his paper, indeed almost as an appendix, Mr. Brunkhorst treats 
the problem of East Asia and Southeast Asia. To “learn” from other examples in the modern period, which is to 
say, to devise ways of solving one’s own problems based upon the ways that other countries and other regions 
attempt to solve their different problems, is extremely common. Because the problems are not the same, it is 
impossible to copy the methods used to solve them. According to the histoire croisée way of thinking, France and 
Germany learned a considerable amount from each other in the second half of the nineteenth century concerning 
the problem of pensions, health insurance, city planning, et cetera. However, no matter how much the actual facts 
regarding the kinds of problems confronting French and German societies might appear to resemble each other, 
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on historical grounds alone, they are, after all, different. Learning to solve one’s own problems means learning 
from other solutions to other problems. I feel that this can also be said for problems of the past. We must learn to 
address our problems based upon processes found in Germany’s confrontation with its past; namely, from the 
confrontation with its past that extends from Willy Brandt’s so-called “eastern policy” (Ostpolitik) of the late 
1960’s to the 2001 solution of the problem of compensation for forced laborers during the Second World War, and 
to the establishment of the holocaust museum in Berlin. We must also learn from such processes as Germany’s 
reconciliation with its neighbors, and in this regard, its promotion of EU integration and the enlargement of the 
EU itself; and, of course, from the miraculously bloodless collapse of the eastern bloc. Having said that, no 
matter how much problems might resemble each other, we cannot copy or ape previous solutions. Aushwitz is not 
Nanking. Conversely, the fi fteen-year war between Japan and China lasted for a much longer period than the 
invasion of Poland. Nevertheless, there ought to be things we can learn from these events. However, in order to 
think about this, it is necessary to raise the problem on an abstract level. First, a perfect reconciliation with the 
past is not possible. The dead do not come back to life. Sad though it is, it is a cold hard fact. Second, to always 
make a clear distinction between perpetrators and victims. Third, solutions on the level of international power 
politics are absolutely impossible. It is necessary that solutions derive from citizens on a case by case basis. That 
is, as citizens are also subjects of international law, it is necessary to spread awareness of the fact that they them-
selves are qualifi ed to bring lawsuits. And, fourth, a political symbolism based not solely upon calculation is 
 necessary. Willy Brandt kneeling on the rain-soaked ground before the memorial in the Warsaw ghetto: it was 
very impressive that Brandt, who himself was forced to leave Germany because of the Nazis, knelt before a 
memorial mourning the victims of Nazi crimes. The exact same symbolic gesture is, of course, impossible. How-
ever, without symbolic gestures, problem solving will never progress solely by means of diplomatic exchange of 
statements and motes. Pointlessly increasing the number of apologies (and, depending on how one counts them, 
the Japanese Prime Minister has already offered apologetic remarks twenty times) only increases the unpleasant-
ness both for the perpetrators and for the victims. This kind of problem overlaps with the fi rst question that I 
raised, and is proof that the matter cannot be settled solely by means of a systems theory account.
I will now turn to Mr. Fini’s presentation.
What caught my interest was the mutual complementarity of a cultural pessimism related to globalization 
and the criticism of American deceipt. That is, on the one hand, we have the safeguarding of a European identity 
based upon a cultural pessimism along the lines of Nietzche and Spengler. On the other, since the nineteen nine-
ties (1990’s) we have a criticism of the hegemonic war that America is supposedly waging in the guise of fi ghting 
for justice.
What also caught my interest was the contrasting of Judeo-Christian culture with a Greek sense of values. In 
this view, the formula for post-Enlightenment European imperialist self-realization is derived from a Judeo-
Christian mode of thinking. This has become further radicalized in America, and it is on this basis that America 
pushes forward its own ethnocentric sense of justice in the name of universalism. This way of thinking results in 
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what Paul Ricoeur has called a “hermeneutics of suspicion” that views capitalism as the core and democracy as 
nothing but the “wrapping.”
For this reason, Mr. Fini is proposing that the European way of life be protected according to the Greek spirit 
of moderation that existed before the superiority of Judeo-Christian principles became entrenched. This proposal 
is also based upon maintaining a self-suffi cient economy and a self-defense based on nuclear arms. However, 
while being aware that this proposal is unrealistic, Mr. Fini predicts that this kind of inclination toward universal 
justice will ultimately lead to the beginning of a clash between people of different value systems, or, what I, to 
use the words of Max Weber, would call “the struggle of the gods.” To say that a battle is beginning, not between 
people of different nations or ethnicities, but between those holding different values within nations and ethnic 
groups, leads, not surprisingly, to a kind of pessimism.
Indeed, cultural conservatism and a politically critical spirit here come together to form an alluring argu-
ment. However, I must express some slight misgivings about this way of thinking. We must not forget that the 
cultural pessimism since the middle of the nineteenth century, or, to phrase it differently using Mr. Brunkhorst’s 
words, the discourse of a “metaphysics of decadence,” began and ended with many instances of intellectuals 
exhibiting a retrogressive self-satisfaction, and this includes Ortega y Gassett, Spengler, as well as Heidegger. 
Mr. Fini discusses the tragedy of human existence, however, this too belongs to such a tradition of discourse. 
Contrasting with this, I would like to quote the following passage that Mr. Brunkhorst cited in his discussion 
of Adorno: “The pedantry of the aestheticians once studiously distinguished between the tragic and the sad. 
However, it is precisely this way of distinguishing that passes judgement upon the tragic. That is, it becomes the 
affi rmation of death: the idea that in the demise of the fi nite, the infi nite shines forth.” (Worin einst die Pedanterie 
der Ästhetiker das Tragische vom Traurigen eifrig unterschied, wird zum Urteil über jenes: die Affi rmation des 
Todes; die Idee, im Untergang des Endlichen leuchte das Unendliche auf.)
Next, what exactly does it mean to view the wars that have occurred since the nineteen nineties (1990’s) 
from the lofty moral principle of human rights, and thus see them as tantamount to wars of deception? While it is 
true that there have been plenty of mistakes and misjudgements, is it right to view this simply via a “hermeneutics 
of suspicion?” Nietzche once charged that the real intention of the German emperor’s statement that “It is the 
duty of Christians to liberate the slaves in Kenya,” was colonization, and he exposed it as such. However, to what 
extent is it meaningful to use the same technique against contemporary America? Rather, is it not possible to criti-
cize as hegemonic America’s proposition that “the good is superior to justice” in questions concerning the proce-
dures of international law? Thus, is it not the case that democracy is not merely “wrapping?” Does Mr. Fini’s way 
of viewing things naturally display an excessively moral delicateness, while still criticizing American moralism?
My next reservation: This essay also makes the suggestion that “Judeo-Christian historical teleology” is on 
the verge of becoming a kind of secularized eschatology. However, information from the sociology of religion 
teaches us that every religion possesses both an extremely aggressive aspect, and at the same time, an extremely 
peaceful and reclusive aspect. Buddhism has had both aspects as can be seen in the warrior-priests of Mount Hiei, 
and Kamo no Chōmei, a literary hermit and priest who lived in the second half of the twelfth century. Christianity 
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has a tradition of introspective monasticism as well as that of the crusades. Bush going to church before the war 
is also part of Christianity, but so too is Mother Theresa. Even Judaism contains a genuine variety of ways of 
thinking. Just as Tugendhat has said, among Jewish people, there is, on the one hand, a militant Zionism, derived 
from their history of persecution, that gives priority to the national interests of Israel above all else. There are also 
those who support a universalism that believes in creating a legal means to protect all ethnicities and minorities 
throughout the world from persecution, and this belief is based upon the exact same history of Jewish persecu-
tion. So, both have their roots in the Jewish tradition. I cannot help but put a question mark next to a reductionism 
that ignores this kind of diversity.
Finally, some comments about the phrase “to fi ght out of a moral obligation.” What this word “fi ght” signi-
fi es is not clear. Even if one says that it signifi es universal values, this does not mean that, in practice, there will 
be clear and unifi ed responses to problems. It is enough simply to recall the debates surrounding the Kosovo con-
fl ict. However, those discussions have demonstrated precisely that such debates are not fought with military 
weapons. Discussing whether or not to use arms is a fi ght that takes place in the public arena and is fought with 
extremely heated words. Accordingly, debates concerned with the minute details of particular cases shed light on 
actual experiences, and provide an effective means from which to learn for future debates in other contexts. One 
such lesson is that universalism is not a fi ght for self-professed values. Rather, one must argue in each and every 
case for a way to put universalism into practice. Is there a pressing need to understand the current situation in 
terms of a “fi ght” or a “global civil war” as Mr. Fini does? Must we sink into “a pessimism that sees fi ghting and 
global civil war as unavoidable?”
